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- on-going organizations is suggested. Specific attention is glven to: the

_— —

A MODEL FO& CONDUCTING JOB -SATISFACTION RESEARCH
- IN ON-GOING ORGANIZATIONS*

™

°  In this study a model for conducting job satisfaction research in
following'questions: 1) How can job satisfaction~he measured? 2) What
are the'major pitfalls likely to be encountered by those‘who conduct such

reseérch’ 3) How can job satisfactlon data, once obtained, be analyzed

and interpreted by mAnagement? ' , ‘ "

Job satisfaction is the feeiing'an emplcyee has about his pay, his

“work, his promotion opportunities,-his coworkers= and his supervisor.

An employee's feelings about each oi these 1tems can be indexed; a numer-

o [

1ca1 va1ue can be ass1gned to each' and a grand total can, be computed.
Frcm a managerial perspective, howeverqjit,is advisable to examine each
element of satisfaction separately. As this study will suggest, the

determinants of each element of satisfactibn appear to be different, and

e e s -~

the consequences also appear to be different
An example w111 illustrate this concept' Assume that satisfaction

with pay can be measured on a sca1e of values suchias that in Figure 1.

s ‘ N\ - Tigure 1 y
K Hypothetical Scale for Measuring Job Satisfaction Ny

Further assume that a particular employee s satisfaction with pay is

1ndexed and is fOund to be -5. Satisfaction with superviS1on, on the ‘

: .

other hand let us say, is found to be +5. By adding these two values

one wopld‘arrive at a zero‘global measure. From a managerial perspective
" . - - . . L

*This is the first of a series .of articles reporting results of the North
Texas State University Research Studies in Job Satisfaction. ' This research is

- financed by a North Texas State University Faculty Research Grant made to

Dr. J. D. Dunn. For technical .assistance the authors are deeply indebted to’

Richard Harris, Jerry Waldon, Frank ‘Walker, and Steve Minnis of the NTSU
Computer. Center,

s
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“illustrate why this is true, The negative feelings about pay expressed

does it make sense to do this? Are thosé matters which cause satisfaction

with pay different from those matters which cause satisfaction with super-

vision? Very probabiy they are. Cost-of-living, going wage rates in a

2

particular labor market, the expectations, or aspirations, of an employeé,i

and wage structures within an organization are a few examples, drawn from

““a 1list of manyffactors, that influence feelings about pay. The tech-

nical ability of a sqpervisor, his human relations skills, and his admin-

istrative ebilit& are a few examples'of matters which influence satis=-

faction with supervision. By follow1ng a °1m11ar process of reasoning

::one could catalog some of the determinants of each of the other discrim-

~

1nab}e dimensions of joy—satisfaction, i. e. promotlon, w€rk itself, and

feellnp about coworkers., If these factors each have ‘a unique set of de=-

v

termlnants, then each aspect of job satisfaction should be indexed sep=
arately. - ’ ' ‘.

, .
Ve

Are the consequences of employee satisfaction with pay, promotion,

supervision, work, and coworkers also Iikely to be different? Again,

. the answer is, "probably so." fThe above example can be used again to

by the employee in the above example tend to cause him to have a pro-

" pensity to leave the organization. His positive feelings about supervi-

@ Fd

sion, on the other hahd tend to counteract this feeling abOut pay. His

positive feoling about supervxsion tends to keep him in the organization.

In fact, he'may feel that»hls superv1sor will very soon do something about.

-4

his.pay&_ If he believes strongly that a pay increase is likely to come
soon, his feelings about pay will perhaps have no overt behavioral con-

sequences at all.

T e e el AN TR 1t S Y ad e e TS e e . .
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After making this observation, however, it is important to point out
that indexing the satisfaction that an employee has -about his job and

cataloging the determinants and consequences of these feelings is a-

'complex process. Before undertaking such a project, management would do

well to consider these questions: How can employee éatisfaction\with a

4

job be measured? Is there a relation between managerial performance

and emp loyee satisfaction? 'Is there a relation between employeevsatis-'

faction and employee productlvity? What 1nfluence does employee satis-

S

v ' -

, factlon have upon organizational effectlveness? Thie hypothesis upon

which the rééearch reported in~this study was buili is shown in Figure 2,

\

fay

Figure 2
The Theoretlcal Model

' . Managerial performance (see Figure 2) does influence employee job ’
: _ ) ,

:satisfaction. As mentioned earlier, one discriminable aspect of employee

satisfaciion is the feeling an employee has about his supervisor. Man-

agerial performance also has a direct influence upon employee performance

(productivity). How thie.is done is nét clear but in Figure 2 the ‘idea

v 5. o g

1s 1llustrated by the arrow moving dlrectly from managerlal performance

to employee productivity.

-
-

_Some aspects of managerial performance, for example key decisions

such as'those concerning plant expansion and outputllevels, impinge direct-

N

\ly upon organizational'effectiveness.‘ Evidence to support this assump=

tion is seen in the widespread practice of removing the managerial cadre
: @
wien an organization dOes not function properly.
¥ " .

./Organizationalfeffectiveness; as the term is used here, is the

extent to which an organization is accomplishing its objectives without

s

—depleting its“human;ffinancial, and material resources. An organization

st



e v R et

s . ] : ’ ' 4
. - e . .
{
) I

- is a group of people in a structured situatibn wbrkiné together toward
, : .
-a.specified goal, Organizations may be.analyzed b& using ‘either a

macro or micro level of analysis. In large orgrnizations it is often

_advisable'to study the job satisfaction of a'part of the organization‘:~

rather- than tﬁe ﬁhoie; - i

. Thg influence of employee préductivity upon_organizationalkéffeé;iggi

, ness is direct and needs no discussion.for purposes of this study. The : 1
. ¢ o ~ : . '
. e . .

“infiuence of employee satisféctiqﬁ;updn organizational effectiveness, in

R

<

contrast,. is not so readily,éeen. Corralations betWéép satisfaction and

L4

performanée (productivity) have been ‘found to be low in-ﬁény Stqdiestf
. - ¢ L . . L R . . ' -

suggesting that one does not cause the other. On the othen-hand cor-. E

i

relations between employee satisfactioun and turnover, have been fouhdf

vy

fo bé high and positivF. Dissatisfied empioyees may be exceedinglthigh
iﬁ produ;tivity“while tﬁéy_are on. the job} however,voffenAQiséatisfied
employees adopt either év"fight"uor "flight" péttern‘of behav;o;;.,mhg§ )
leave the organization‘if alternatives are'aiéilable, or théy';fay:ﬁith

.the'ofganizatiod and -''fight" f;. "Fight" patterns of beﬁaviorfare 11- o

lustrated by the strike,.slowdownn or by more .subtle meéns such as the _ !

failure to commit one's makimum efforts in support of the organization’s ) o
goalg . . \

A e

The remaining portion of this:paper'will deal'Vch the-subject of

- .|
. |
- \

employee satisfaction. How-canlit be measured,: or indexed? Whgt are
some of the pitfalls.likely to be encountered in the process ofimeqsﬁr-
ing satisfaction? Once obtained, how can job.satisfaction data. be ana-

lyzed? o ' ‘.  . o a
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- - - The Sample Studied

The umverse of this st:udy was comprlled of six orga’m.?at:ions,
spec:.flc..lly six university libraries located within a fifty mile
radius (roughly) of ‘the center of the Dallas~Fort Worth_metrOpo].it:an
regipn. The research'ef-fort was s'porw.ored by six libraries of the

Interun’iversity-\Council an orgam.zat::.on "omprlsed of fourteen

" universities, The tollowmg 11braries part1c1patcd in this st:udy.

Universn:y of Texas at Arlmgton, North Texa&: St:at:e Univers1ty,

Southern Methodist Universit:y, Texas Lhriscian Un1vers1ty, University

o

of Dallas, and East: Texas Stat:e Um.versit:y. The number of full-time

_employees in each of t:he';e libraries who part1c1pated in this st:udy

, are ‘'shown in Figure 3A. As Figure 3B reveals, the 11b(raries which

Figure 3A
Characteristics of Sample Organizatlons
Compris ing t:he Universe/ of Th:..s Study

Figure 3B
Interuniversity Council of The North Texas Area

participated in this study are corpecrate members of the IUC. The lo=--

cation of cach of these libraries is also shown in Figure 3B.

| -How Can Employee Satisfaction Be Indefced?

Many. instruments. for measuring ‘jnb-satisfaction %ave been deviced.
3 ! £

"When sele‘cting an instrument for measuring, job.satisfaction, the follow-

A/ N
ing criteria/ma v be ysed: : .
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L. It should index the several dimensions of job sutisfaction rather. :
" - | than an "qver-ali".(élbbal) dimension. - : .. : ‘i
} g_ 2. It should be applicabla to a wide‘variety of jobs. ‘ ;
N 3. It sh0u1d be sensitive to var1at1ons in attituce; f
4, The ‘ihstrument used sheuld be of such a nature (interestirg, o ‘ ;é‘
L . rea11°L1c, and varied) that the scale w111 evoke cooperatlon from both f%
~ , managemcat and employees."\ | »;
g o 5. -The. index"sheeld be reliable, . B o — 1
L %i | 6. _The index should be vai;d; _ " _ IR ) .“ | | p‘é
}1 %? 7. The index should te brief.and easily scorad. L - ' é
gi. ) 8. Normative data should be available, 4 'é
'_téj In this study the Jbb Descriptive Index (JDI) was used., ' The JDI.Qeete . %w
4-,%; all of the above eriteria.* The“JD; measeres jubpsatisfaction in the' %
: % 'arees’ef pay,.preﬁetion,‘shpervision, wovk, ard people on the - %‘
- %. job. Each of the'fire seeles'are‘presented'ég a setarate_paée; ‘Tﬁe in- 5.
' gu structions fLr eae? scale ask the subjeqt“te put a "Y":beside an_iteﬁ _ g :
ng;u ] \vif the item describes tﬂe.particular a;pect ofuﬂis job.(i.e. work, pey, PR §
éé . | \etc ), "N" if the item does not de.cribe that aspect,,or "?" if he can- é"
- / * not decide. A completed JDI (hypothet1ra1) is shown in [igure 4. .-V . - é
| | . C - Figure 4 } §
. Te The JDI %

]
337

3
i

%5

*For detailed informaiion about the JDI see:. Patricia Cain Smith,
‘Lorne M. Kendall, Charles L. Hulin, The Measurement of Satisfaction
) -in Work and Retirement° A Strategy for the Study of Attitudes, Chicago:
e Rand McNallv & Company, 1969. - For information comparing the JDI with
vother instrumants for iweasuring satlsfaction, see:” John P. Robinson,
-Robert Athanasiou, Kendra B. Head, Measures ‘of Oncupational Attitudes .
'\. and Occupational CharacteristlcsAjAppendlx A to Measures of Political .
\\Att1tudesz, Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research
‘\ University of Michigan, February, 1969,. p.-104 . .




Pitfalls Likely to be Encountered When Measuring Job Satisfeotion

One of the most challenging probiems facing those conducting job
satisfaction research in an«o%?going organization is that of'gaining

an‘emﬁloyee's true expression of his feelings. It is doubtful if this

can ever be done by an organization without the aid of assistance from
»someone outswde the organization whom "the emoloyees feel they gan-trust,
" 1s an employee 11ke1v to give his true feelings abOut his superv*sor if

he thlnks his superV1sor will be aole to identify his response? Obviously,

not. An employee s response, however, must be identified if job satis-

faction research is to be_sighificemtly'advahced. For example, age seems

- to have a predictakle infloence upon job satisfaction. Generslly, the

young erevmore disgatisfied'than the old.. In addition to -age, it is
s s ; | |

t

impgrtene to catalog other charéptetistics of each respondent, such as’
level in the ofganizqtional hiefafchy, sex, sa1ary,‘and educational -
oackground. The problem, then; is one of matching a-respomdentéé scores
on pay, promotion, etc.; with His age, sex, etc., while,Aat the,eéme
time;'protecting his anonymity so that he will give.a truthful reéponse.
' In.tHEfimmeoia:e s;ody fifty-fivebvariables were used. Before the

JDI was distributed to an indiy;dual he was assigned a code. number, and

his code was placed upon the JDI before itqwas mailed to him, Each-

»

“employee's ccle was also placed upon a master work sheet. Alongside

-

this number nis age, sek, salary, educational level, and so on were placed

" Thus, tofassure'anonymity,-a code number rather than a name was used to

identify the data'for each respondent. Each individual was mailed

~his coded JDI form. . A letter from the top

inanager in the organization ecc0mpanied the J0I.' This letter explained

2
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the project and asked the respondent to return his completed JDI to the.
office of the top manager in a sealed envelope. The packet for ‘each
library containing all the JDI's was then forwarded to the research

i director,for jscoring, analysis, and interpretation.
In"‘\addi%;ion to age, sex, position level, etc., there are other - S
T : . - ST .
important stratification variables. For example, the state of employee

satisfa_ction in major departmental groupings is oftentimes information )

desired:by management. An organization analysis must be mide before g 4

information such as tnis can be collected In this s’tudy, a coniplete \. ' ,

r

' organization analysis was conducted for only one of the orgam.zations.
Leg ' ) &

The br1ef organization rhart shown in Figure 5 is sufficient to reveal

O L

) L o Figure 5 ,
% . : : e Organizatlon Chart of Library X

tne nature ‘oi:' the problem. Note tha‘.: this library contains two major . _‘ . Ol
org_a'_nizational units:' Division A 'and . Division B Each of

'these "organizations“ are wmade up of otner departmental groupings. It .{r
is ¢ssential for the structure of an orgam.zation to be ident:.fied before .

the job satistact_ion‘study is launched. Othermse, some of the data

i B e 0 R i S B 8wt e SETER it R o L e 2 T

collected "nzay not be of valne; For example, assume that it is desirable

to have information_ab'out the feelirigs 0f the employees in Department A * v

i .
B "
o 4
B . . . - . .
\'.; . a9 - . . . ‘ -
i -

\ : ahout their supervisor. When filling out the JDI each respondent should
::"\ ' o havd his own immediate supervisor in mind. If organizational relationships |
2o\ o are not clearly defined and recogni'aed by all employees, then it is pos'-\-

\ '. _ | _ | \

| ' sible that some employees will rate their immediate supervisor while '

others will rate a highe;: level supervisor. . If turnover in an organi-
zation is high, sotne'emp\lpyees may not even know who their supervisor is.

In éummary, then, there are two central problems facing those con-=

ducting job satisfaction research: n'vl-): the problem of protecting the
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~ figures deal essentially with the same set of data and should be examined

! T ‘ - . e : : =

‘anonynity of each respondent, and 2) the problem.of identifying the

structure of the organlzatlon so: that va11d information may ‘be collected

i »f"

and, once collected, can be grouped by ma jor departmental categorles.
.b Which grOup-a ng to use is simply a managerial decismn that: will be in-

flvtenced by the uses to be made of the data once it is collected

o
y X

How Can Job Satis faction Data Be Analiaed?

LY

Figures 6A, 6B, 7A, and 7B present an'analysis of the JDI data

Flgure 6A - :
Comparative Analysis of Job Satisfaction in Six Libraries, .
Usmg Library:-Subgrouping As The Pr:mcxple of Stratlflcation

/

Figure 6B 4 "
Comparative Analycls of Job Satisfaction in Six Libraries,, -
Using the Six JDI Dimensions Ls The Principle of Stratification

N I Flgum TA - .
Comparative Analy51s of Job Satisfaction in Six JDI (Component)
Categories, Using Library X Departments as the
: Principle of Stratification

Figure 7B C
Co—nparatlve Analysis of Job Satisfaction In Six Departments
S 3 L1braryx , Using JDI (Component) As The Princ:Lple
/ : Of Stratification

in terms of the relative numbers of employees in each of the six organiza-

tions who are satisfied with various aspects of their jobs. These four

-
coetaneously.

<

Library D's overall level of'job satisfaction'was greater than that

of ‘the other- libraries. To picture this fact, the data in Figure 6A

is arranged 'ir; ‘descending’ order. By examining the data closely, the

relati\}e_strgngths and weaknesses of each participatmg 11brary in the

=

IUC Council can be inferred

—
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Library D's employees show a unique pat:t:ern of satisfact:lon. Sat:i.s- -

¢

fact:ion is high in\ the areas of superviSion pay, and work The numbers 3
\

of employees sat:isfied Wit:h peop]e, promotion. and t:otal is somewhat: less.

=t ~
.-»u .

* Library C's pattern of JOb sagisfact:ion reveals at least: three job

:w i

dimensions whose denSit:y fur"t:ions indicate that Joh sat:isfaction levels

are depressed wit:hin these cat:egoriea._ These are the cat:egories of pay, . v

+

» promot:ion,'- and pe0ple. The - management: of Librarv C may want: to direct [

\
it§ at:tention to. t:he reasonb cont:ribut‘ing t:o this configuratJ on of the

_data

1.

.

Library F's pattern (‘i'lgure GA) raisea t:he questiun of why more em=-

R

- ~.
ployeeq are sat:isfied wit:h promotion and pe0p1e and why less amployees V

., . N .

are sat:isfied with pay, Supervision, and work.- Only tne management: of

-
-~
I

. Library F is in a pos1t:ion to explore furt:her why this s1t:uation exist:s

and yhat' to do about it: B o . : .
. ? N ;' N /! ' : N ' ’ = ‘

- o

Li ~=ary A s relat:ive strengths appear to lie in the areas of promo-

2

tion. and people. It Should be kept: in. mind that: Lhe comparat:ive analys1s
of the job sat:isfaction dat:a is based ‘upon t:he numbers for all six IUC

Libraries. - Hence,' the percent:age figures shown in Figure 6A, of neces- ‘- ’ B
. ( N
olty, pertain to. the compos1te means of t:he J'DI cat:egories for all six ' ¥

' l

ft

libra}:ies. For. example, 65 94[, of t:he emp10yees in Library A scored :

above-t:he mean promotion,*score.of, 12.2687. ThlS lat:ter figure neflects o '\'.

L R . - Ty
¢ i

the ‘mean (srnple arithmetical average) of the promot:ior scores for the R |
e 1 . .

265 employees comprising t:he ,t:ot:ol library sample of employees. Inter-
. _4. — ) e |
pret:at:ions of Figure 6A m’ust refer t:c' c0mposite means of t:he JDI cat:e-

Cova

- .
gories of sat:isfaction as well as t:o relat:1Ve proport:ions of employees

% R B . - 4
f i ¢ ’ -
“in each indivi‘:iual 1ibrary which score above these \.omposit:e means” forn
“ S |
the JDI satisfaction cat:egories in quest:ion. . S
) f. LS . K 9
IR v N
SRR _
v, - .
g .
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""areas of managerial cqQncern.

11

Library B (Figutfe 6A) has/ﬁib‘re empioyees scoring above composite
'f..-"v:-' o \" T . : - R
means of supervision and peop".}.}'e than employees scoring above composite
T . )

LY
v

means of pay, work, and promotion. The low percentage figure (33.2'8%)
for'pronoti_.o:r’vl..s‘;ugges ts that this may be a real problem area I‘for Library \
B. It is-.poss'ible that employees in Libyary B are demoralized over the

state of affairs as reflected  in the promotion policies of Lilbrary 3

B Cer‘_tainiy some attention ought to be _d:i.rec_ted'to -this categohﬁ‘job

’

._;.sa',ifisfaction._ ' o ' / '

Library E s (Figure 6A) pattern shows relative strengths in- the areas
9

18 Lo a.
of . people, work;. and supervxsion but. s tune veaknes.,es 1n pay and prdmotion.

Again, the data must be interpreted on a relative, not absolute, ‘basis.

..
R

The benchmark is' the _composite.S'DI meam

" Figure 6B restructures the IDI data in a way designed to emphasize

the five J'DI satisfaction categories.‘ The people category (Figure GB) shows

that Librar:,es E and B have high propor ‘tions of their employees who are

F-g
satisfied with'people@(coworkers). Thq.s configuration of ‘data would tend

\

to confirm the poiic_:i'es of Library-E_ ‘apd Library B, at least in these

Librarles F, D and A have lesdser numbers of satisfied employees

~

or: people (Flgure 6B) » while the extremely low percentage fiffure (35 10‘7&

for Library C suggests that serlous problems exist in this area. The !

management of Library C may want to consult with the managements’ of

I

Libraries E and B in order to discover ‘the reasons for the discrepancy .
in figures. It is possible that LibrarieS'E' and B have recently insti-

tuted novel personnel policies which have contributed to the hgh showings

[y
in this (people) category of satisfaction.
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. »Sup\e“rvision (Figure 6B) "shows .a split of the six libraries into

ES

esseniially tayvo _groups. The first group consists of the high-scoring

'Libraties C, D, "and B. The second group cons.ists of the low"s'coring

w

' Libraries'E 'A and F. The respective supervxsory polic1es of thezc two

groups of libraries should be examined on a comparative bas1s, to .see

if any obv1ous reasons eme{rge to account for thr' diver81ty of results,

13

It may be that the high-ranking llbraries possess well def1ned supervisory

2

- training programs which ‘the low-ranking libraries lack If this is the

' case, then re-'evaluation of current superv1sory programs of training

“is certainly in order.
In Figure 6B the patterns of work satisfaction appear to diverge.

into two separate'streams. Libraries' C, E, and D, have relatively high

° Q

percentages of employees satisfied with their work, while Libraries A,
F, and -B ‘have relatively smaller proportions of employees who assess their

work satisfact:.on favorably. ThlS peculiar structuration of the job

satisfaction pattern for work in mnari—es suggests‘the theory—%—ﬁﬁ;

that common forces are’ at work in Libraries c, E, and D which tend to in-

, f]l.u}whe feelings of employees in the direc_tions indicated in Figure

61}. While-the reasons for this .pola”rization of the work (itself) category

“ T

. of job satisfaction may be deepliy hidden\g/ong the organizational com-

[3

plekities of the six concerned TUC Libraries,"it,”is incumbent upon the

: respective managements Of these libraries to be aware of and to explore

the reasons contributing to the -ctirrent state of affairs in-regard to work
: . | ' . R Co R

satisfattion in their libraries.: .'0n1y‘ by assuming 'that _among the'rnulti-g

v

: plicity of factors impinging upon the work settings of the libraries
A

there can be isolated maJor or salient factors influencing the job satis-

‘

faction pa\tterns to assume the configurations which they‘, in fact, ,do~

. T a . . . : ’ ot .
. . * ) ~ : .
o . : , L . N
g : . Ny B 3 ° N "3
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assume can any progress be made in manipulating the patterng to assume
:the‘shapes vhich the managements.of the IUC libraries would like“to see.’
. The managements of Libraries C E, and D should not, however, assume
.that because they enjoy such a ravorable position vis-a-vis Libraries A,

F, and B (work category of Figure 6B) that their job is finished. Such

a manageriaanttitude would be shortsighted indeed. For the "fortunes

‘of job satisfaction" can be shortdlived entities. It is only too true

that the patterns'of‘job satisfaction are'fluctuating in nature. ﬂiob
satisfaction surveyS'must be planned longitudinally | Cross-sectional'sur-i
veys of job satisfaction will reveal ab snapshot of the "state of managertal
*7affairs" only for one moment in time: The growth of a ch11d is indicated

by a series of snapshots. Similarly,'the growth of an organization s
health in terms ofvjob'satisfaction'isjportrayed by a series of'job
fsatisfaction surveys which focus upon the critical areas of joh‘satis-
faction. .

Administrators of these organizations studied may proceed in a

similar manner when analyZing EEEEEEE‘aEia in Fig*re‘6B—concerning_pay“_

and promotion.

.-

;Discussion of Departmental Evaluations of Job Satisfaction Levels

Figures 7A and 7B structure the data in yet anotlier way, this time
in terms of the departmental organization of one library Data are compared
with the compos1te means for Library X (N-67) |
' As mentioned previously, the ultimate significance of managerial
'studies of job satisfaction depends very heavily upon the initial ‘class-
ifications 3nd categories:'which are established by the research director
for theApurposes of analyzing the data, Here, the intuition of the

research director must be supplemented by detailed knowledge of the

%4
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. organizational design of the libraries. "For the effecti -ness of any '

. organizationuis linked closely ahd'intimately to the-concatenation of

effectiveness. S : - : &

faction to'say»the least. The employees_of Department F are the happiest

“to Say here %hat the-reasons behind the success of Department F can be

S S YT

¢ . 14

organizational entities and their articulation into smoothly functioning
' - f

T

. ] : . | ’ '» [ .
units which aid'.nd assist each other in the drive for organizational *-

Loovking at Figure 7A it is evident that variabili*v o%-data does -

‘ \
exist, The 1eve1s of job satisfaction fluctuate from department to de-
o \

partment. No static pattern will ordinarily obtain in dynamic organiza-

*y

\ R ‘
tions. By examining the configurations of the shifting patterns a notion

can be formed of the overall drift. of the data, Certain-patterns will

emerge. The shape of these patternS'w111 influence the decisions and

a—

policies of library management . . A . -
gl

Department F (Figure 7A) presents .a very odd pattern of job satis=
o

2

in Library A. This is shown by their position in the overall listing of

departments in Library A. In another article the reasons behind the

e

apparent ascendance‘of Department F will be fully explored. Suffice it

discovered through running correlation and regression studies ‘on the data.

\
These analyses will examine biographical and other study variables to

'y '

p1npoint those job or indiv1dua1 factors respons1b1e for this happy state

of affairs.

In Department F (Figure 7A) 1007, of the employees are satisfied with

the work involved in their jobs. Moreover, a”rEIatively large proportion
(79%) are satisfied with supervision and coworkers“(people).,‘However, the.

picture changes when pay and promotion are considered. Here the 1eve1.‘ o _”

of group satisfaction plunges sharpiy.‘ Evidently there exist certain

35
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problems in these two areas of work satisfaction.

It is interesting to

note that Department F has the h1ghest percentage of employees (75%)

fa111ng above the compos1te mean for tota1 JOb satisfaction.

' Department C (Figure 7A) reveals a mixed pattern. Attitudes inethis

1

department'of Library A vary over a wide spectrum. The strengthslof

Department C lie in superv1s1on, promotion, and work (1tse1f) The -

weaknesses appear to be in coworkers /people) and pay. And yet Depart-

ment C enjoys a re1ative1y large lead in total satisfaction. This pattern

is very 1nteresting. No doubt it can be eyp1a1ned by library management

on the basis of the peculiar role which is p1ayed by Department C in the

total organization.

Department B (Figure 7A) presents a pattern which is very similar to

L

. Department C, with the exception that people and supervision are inter--"

changed. 1In Department;B, satisfaction with supervision becomes a weakness,

whereas it constituted one of the strengths of DepartmentAC. The reasons for

- this inversion of rankings appearsbooa obscure. Again, the respectiv"

managements of Departments c and B w*ll want to consu1t with each other

to discuss possible reasons accounting for this con figura*ion of the data.

\
The strengths of Department B (F1gure 7A) lie in the areas -of peop1e,

|

promotion, and work. The weaknesses appear to be in satisfaction with supere _

Also, the total ranking is somewhat low in relation to Depart-

ments F and C, although it is higher than the correspondlng figures for

- ,

Departments A, D, and E.

-
)

The strengths of Department A (Figure 7A) are in pay and work. The

one area ‘of weakness is in promotion.

-

The shOW1ngs of Department A on

' supervision and peOple are'quite respectable. The reasons for the satis=- !

faction with pay (100%) should be ascertained, and communicaten to all

departmental managers.

‘
i
3
i
3
i
1
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Department D (Figure 7A) shows areas of strength in people and super=’

Z . vision. Work and promotion are areas of weakness. The area ¢f pay cannot
- N . - . . . - .

be characterized as.a surength or weakness, although its relatively low

level suggests that this work category needs to be continuousiy monitored

R 1 rhe future. It is possible that the trend is downward i'n pay satis=-

faction., If longitudinallStudles verlfy this “trend,- tnen policies on pay

may have to be reevaluated, The management of Department D will want to :

s Ey,
L]

.take a hard look at the reasons behind thé low fﬁgure c1ted for totsal

N,

“

T T PP T S T T T P T U e

. RN
‘;;satisfaction (4@.14%). It iS'the second-lowest_fox ehe nroup of six depart- .\ . ..

. ments. o : ' "ﬁ

Department E (Figure 7A) is strong-in the areas of work and people.

Pay appears to be a neutral category.' Weaknesseo appear in the areas of

promotion and supervision. Also, it appears that Department E has tne

Lot

lowest percentage figure (43.75%) among all the six departments. Although

B

‘the magnitude of this figure is no cause for alarm, it does_suggcst that

‘the trend in-.this area needs to be continuously monitored in future,

e TR A

longitudinai studies.. : : T . "ﬁf
~

Discudsion of JDI Categories of Job Satisfaction o '
For The Departments of Liprary X . o f.

-

+

If the data is rearranged to emphasize_the multidimensional nature

o0
e AR S - oo da

of job satisfaction-some very interesting patterns emerge. The following
»analysis wiil.explore'the implications of the data. as well as comment on
the actual data configurations. 1In ‘the’ following discussion data for each

department is compared with the composite: means for Library X (=67) rather

"than the composite means for.all libraries (N=265) . N

First, an examiration of Figure 7B revedls that work satisfaction is
greatest for all six departments of Library X. This;is shown by the position of
"work at the top of the list of.Jfocategories. In descending order are people,

- . supervision, pay, and promotion, - Since}promoticn satisfaction occupies the - )




. " e

. . . .

. n_bo't:t:om rung of the sétisfa'ction ladder for all six departmentsit‘is
apparent that there dogs exist a feelin'g among employees. in Libzary k\ _
that a dead-epd sit:i(xat:i'on_may obtain. If this analysis’is verified, then :
the promntional policies 09f Librarv X shquld be re-evaluate;l. .In ﬁhe |

Adiscussion to follow on the promotion category certain «omments and

\

. Work satisfaction (Figure 7B) is greatest in Depm ~—~-—~1

Il: is reiatively less in Departments E, C, and B. Department D manifests . T
* | . ’ ot

i Yoo ¥ 5
e 220 : c : - g
- a relatively low level of satisfaction with work. The management of .

T -—-——suggestions will be made in regard to the resolution of t:his"lproblem.'

it Department D will want to examine ,élosely»the situation currently obtain=-

. ing in regard to the cons't:i_tut:ive structure of the work setting. When . ‘ oy

evaluating the reasons _under.lying the cohfiguration of data for the work o -

category of job-satisfaction the department. managers of Departments F

and A should be consuited s,'ir'l'ce their employeés' are relatively more

FANTE R R T

e

satisfied in t:\his c_,_a”t;__e\gbry. Similarities and differences e;cisti.ng-be-

il

tween Departmen.’:,D, on tl{;a one hand, and Departments F and A, on .the other

. .

tban B/

~

hand, will undoubtedly reveal the significant causes for the diversity

-t

‘of data.

People satisfaction (Figure 7B) is highést in Depa;tmént: F. Itis

E:

’ ~._ _relatively high in lDepart’ments D, B, and E. It "o\‘ccupies a neutral level

. .

ki

in Department: A. 1In Department C, the p'ercentag'é of employees satisfied

with their coworkers is well below the composite avgragé.‘ S;n'ce personal

ey G R S
S SRR LR

intercompetences can often play a major role in determining the level of-

individual satisfaction with onme's peers, the group mean can be strongly .

‘o

influenced by variations in feelings which exi.._st: at the"depart\':mental

level, o . - , CN ;o

* ’ . 1\” N
’ ! . \
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Superv1si0n satisfaction (Figure /B) is a strength of Departments F

LT _and C. To a somewhat: lesser degree it constitutes a strength of Department

\_-~ —
B ——

'D. It apparently is a neutral factor in. Department A where the faelings

FERET

of employees about the qualit'y of their supervision istore ambivalent. .

Again it should be remembered that any ambivalency in feelings -are measured
o » .

S : ‘
against the total library sample (N=67),

By S

_ : . - A larger sample might change ‘
Nk the r.ankmgs\and hence the conclusions, emerging from an assessment of
‘another configuratlon of the data. Here, we amely concern\ﬂilith

‘~\r\

. . the 1mp.ucations of the data insofar as it mirrors the assumptions i)licit

ST R 7 LT e pp ey

| in the finite sampling of a 1im1ted number of IUC libraries (N-6)

.would be necessary to -examine closely the sa,mpgle data for all fourteen - i

v

_IUCl libraries in order to verify the conclusions which are drawn in this

study, and which rest upon the data submi t ted by six libraries only. 1
Department E (Figure 7B) should examine closely its- supervisory : . ' ;:
policies and practices Since the low figure (31. 25%) for_ this department, |
z
in relation to the other departments, suggests some causal factors at
work wirich need attention,’ Those Departmenr' E managers cl‘ose<.t to the
' _' scene will want to research the reasons _accounting for. t:he low ranking
'of Department E in this category of job satisfaction.-
’\_‘Department B (Figure 78) should be concerned about the trend of the
-, ”_feelings:vis-\a-vis sup_erVision over t:_he near-future, since it isl-imp‘oss:ihle
tvo determine on the hasi's"v oi this cross-'-se'c_tional 'survey just where it ”
stands, in the overa]_.1 line-'up. .' . Although Department B shows a slightl"y" B .‘ 4.
lower figure (47.37%) for supervision', the figure is not so" low that it . -
cannot“"be accounted le: on the hasis of a temporary aberrati_on so_lely.' ’

It will be necessary to repeat the job satisfaction survey six months ory¢

19 -
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.D, and E. | ’

“a year in crder to verify the trend as being either up or down. The only

rational assumption, at t:his time\ is that it is down. If th1s, indeed,
'is the case, then the management of \)epartment B will want to institute
action designed to combat the downward trend

In_ regard, to pay satisfaction Department A (Figure 7B) ranks highest".l,‘
Department E is neutral with‘ regard to this category. ,D'epartments B,
D, and C lag behind the other departments in pay satisfaction. Depar'tment
F has .a seri.ous morale problenwith p’ay.'" If these low feelings vis-a-vis

pay are not counter-balanced by high feelkings vis-a-v1s other categorxes
] |:' \

’ of job satisfaction it fs reasonable to_expect t,roubleri.n Department F. ..

The configuration of job satisfaction with respect to promotion
(Figure 7B) shows a well=-defined dispersion of the data which sharply .
contrasts the departments in terms of levels of satisfaction with this

category of'job_satisfaction. Departments C and B rank high in promotion,

~ indicating .a great deal of strength in these departments with respect to

.

promotion. Departments E- and D constitute another grouping which 1ies

below the top-seoring departments, yet above the low-scoring departments.

-Departments A and F rank the lovest - (25%).

Total Satisfaction (Figure 7B) shows a smooth d1spersion of the data,

almost parabolic in shape stretchi.ng from low percentages of employees

i
1 [

'scoring above the composite total mean, to high percentages above the ‘mean,

:
Department F ranks highest. In descending. order are Department C, B, ,A,

'

|
It is possible that this configuration of the .data will change in the

_— L~ oA

future.. Cross-sectiional survays w:.ll aid in the determination of static _

- levels oi job 'sat:r.s|faction, but for the establishnent of dynamic levels
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. only 1ongitudinai,ﬁin-deptb studies can suffice to account for varying

levels .of job sztisfaction over time. For this purpose the JDI instrument

can ..ge ‘emuloyr:d.to provide “a convenient measuring device for gauging
the respec't,ive levels of job ‘satisfaction among 211 the categories of

S |
~the work setting. :

Summary and Conclusions

~The study of job satis faction is important in its own.right. It
: holds important implications‘ for managerial performance, managerial

development and organraat ional development. In the past twenty years

[P u-.n--..w-....-.m.

the relationship between employee satisfaction and employee productivity
on the-Job has been reexamlned One doss not necessar11y cause the other.

Each does impinge upon organizational effectiveness, however, and much

éy

research is needed in each area., 7This study concen‘tkted upon job satis-

faotion. Six organizations in one metropolitan area wer\e\srudied ’Ihese

~

“]
organizatlons (libraries) have a common technology. Patterns oi\f .satis-
N

faction were indexed. -Simi lar patterns were found to exist. _' ‘\\

This study emphasized certain-universal principles inherent in jo\

satisfaction.the"ory. The work setting in the .library ‘exhibits many of
‘the féatures common to all work environments. A complex network or |
sys-te.m. of forces_ exists in the IUC consortinm of"university libraries,
' \Th_ese forices exhibit'certain ..psychologicsl patterns. Employee behav.io\r

is\strongly influenced by these psyChological patterns or feelings ‘whi,ch.‘.
‘_employees have about their jobs. | .Viewedin Et‘he aégregate these feelings
can be\captured, in their total essence, by the job’ researcher. ;y examin~

ing the configuratlons .or patterns which the Job satis faction dimensions

L assume’ inf\each, library, and by further examin:.ng the total patterns in-

ro Ay,

. '¢
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_“analysis overall trends and implications for managerial action and reaction

.each employee. This results ,from the fact that each employee,possesses

a unique sét of value priorities. One man's fish is .another man's poison.

‘articles to del_ineate, in fuller and more complete detail, the -aggregat_ive

.

anby
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terms of comparative analys.is‘ it.‘ is possible to esrrablish ?eftain general.
izations which can powerfully assist the IUC consortiuxn .lihrary manage-
ments in_short-range and loné-range decision-making.

Furthermore it ‘is possible, throuéh compara?:ive -analysis of the JDI -
jcb satisf'action. data, to detect 1ong-term trends in the ipatterns of a
ps’ycholcbioal forces imping'ing upon the libra‘ry worl'c.;.settings which oould
conceivably cons titute the source of managerlal problems in thc future. :
Through continuous monitoring of job satisfaction data library management_
can keep 1its finger on the pulse of its emp10yees feelings abOut the1r
JObS' appropriate managerial action-can be applied in those crltical areéas
of concern as revealed in the intricate patterns of job satis faction.

. One of the greatest values‘. to be deri*.Jed from satisfaction sutveys
is the »ol:-vious control which such ‘k'now1edg.e gives' to management. The
c0nsequenoes of employees ' fee‘lings are of prime concern to management
in the TUC libraries. _;i‘he\re is one set of psychological foro'es tend'ing

to keep an employee on the job., There is another set tending to separate

the employee from his job. The patcerns of forces are not thé same for

2

By applying statistical procedures to process the data it is feasible

and possible to make summary statements or generalizarions about the order

lace upon the job dimensions

of priorities which the employees, as a grOuE,:

constituting their work environment, It will be the purpose of future

naturevof job satisfaction surveys. By exposing the data to critical

i

can be reliably predicted.
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‘The goal remains ccnstant: to.predict the behavior

of émp 1o*)eesv and, by anticipating such behavior, to 'more effectively‘
atilize the huma\n resources at the dispo a1 of the lUC library manage-'
ments., ' The ultimate goal is two-fold- 1) to increase the understanding
of emp Loyees and their supervisors in regard to the reasons underlying

' current management policies and practices' 2) to increase long-term
understanding of the meanings and implicatlons fer managerial policy

'. and practice of basic research in the field of job satisfaction.

For it st111 remains trve. that 2 theory of job satisfactlon is still

s [

in the format_ive stages of development. Much vork has been done.. Much

L4

work remains to be done, - This st_ixdy'of job satlsfac{tion in six on-going
organizations will extend one fronti'er‘of knowledge impinging upon a
satisfactory theory of job satisfaction by calling attention to the

multiplicity of patterns of job satisfaction possible in differing organ-

~n

izations with similar technology. _Future articles .will examine basic :

concepts and principles in greater Adetail.'

e
\
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Figure 1. A Hypothetical Scale for Measurirg Job Satisfaction
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_ No. of full-time | No. Participating
University Employees in Research Study
Univers.it:y of Texas (Arlington) 65 . - 56 :
‘ North Texas State University 106 - 67
"Southern Methodist Univer.sit:j '64 51
Texas Christian University 50 37
Univ;arsig[ of Dallas -8 | - 6 e
. East Téxas State Unive'réit:y ' Coo 48 ' 48 ;
TOTAL " 341 265
v ’ Figure 3A. Charactéxjistics of Sample O}gafnizations
. - Comprising the Universe of This Study o
; o
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Figure 4. The Job Descriptive Index (JDI)*
{ 4 +
. Work . Supervision : ' People
Y Fascinating 1' Asks my advice Y Stimulating -
"N Routine - Hard to .please “N_ Boring
1' Satisfying _y__ Impolite . _N_ Slow -
N Boring . _Y_ Praises good work Y Ambitious
_}__ Good _Y Tactful - _N_ Stupid _
X Creative _Y_ Influential _Y_Responsible
_I_Respected _X_ Up-to-date Y Fast .
_N_ Hot _N_Doesn!t supervise enough _Y_Intelligent
Y _Pleasant "N Quick~tempered -_N_ Basy to make enomies
Y Useful - X_ Tells me where I staud . _N_ Talk too much
“N_ Tiresome _N_ Annoying _Y_Smart -
_Y Healthful N, Stubborn - N_ Lazy
“Y - Challenging Y Xnows job well - N_ Ynpleasant
_N_On your feet _N_Bad N No privacy
N_ Frusirating X Intelligent X _ Active
_N_ Simple _Y . Leaves me on my own 'K, Narrow interests
_N_ Endless _X_ Around when needed _Y_ Loyal
Gives sense of N Lazy ' N Hard to meet
_Y accomplishment ~ o :
Pay Promotions '
Y Income adequate for normal expenses _Y Good opportunity for advancement
_Y_ Satisfactory profit sharing N_ Opportunity somewhat limited
_N - Barely live on income . _Y_ Promotion on ability
“NW_ Bad __ Dead-end job
_Y Income provides luxuries ‘ _Y__ Good chance for promotion
_N_ Insecure : _N_ Unfair promotion policy
_XN- Less ‘than I deservo N Infrequent promotions
Y Highly paid _Y_ Regular promotions
N Underpaid - L Fairly good chance for promotion

a
. 1l

*Copy}1ghted 1962 by Patricia Cain Smith, For further {hformation about the

' JDI see Patricia.Cajn Smith, Lorne M. Kendall, Charles L. Hulin, The Measurement

of Satisfaction ir %Work and Retirement: A Strangy for the Study of Attitudes,

~ Chicago:. Rand McNally & Company, 1969.

Permission to use the JDI must be obtained
from Patricia Cain Smith. ' ’
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Percent Satisfied#

(o)) . .
o~ 0% : 107 207 30% 407, 50% 6072 — - 70% 807 90% Homw
LIBRARY D : ‘
mcvmzm.wwoz %%%%%%%% 69.96% u
Pay *#%#**%*%**#*******#ﬁ*#***&**%&****$*#*#*%**#**#%#**********#&*** mb.bbﬂ o
Work | »%%##»*&#%%%##%*%**&*&*%*»**#%*##*#**%&%*#%*%#%##***#**&%*#%**** mw.mmN .‘
reople iR sk e 54,597, Lo
Promotion **$$$$$$*%#*##»****#*#***»*&%&»#**#*%**%*#»*%%*#&%»*ﬁ% mNLmQN. °
Total R L e e S S T T S N R W 41 /4 ¢ |
. ‘LIBRARY C
. ) \\ ) »
Supervision 3 »*%J»»»***»»»»#*»*v : . ; K 71.55% S
Work: %*%*%*%%%%##ﬁ#***%#&*###*%*%#**%*%#»*#%**##%*#*%»*#%#***###**#*&******* 70.20% T
Pay *%##***#**&*»»&*ﬁ#ﬁ***%*****%%%%%*#*#*»%%&##*ﬁ#&*** 49.95% ) .nM
Promotion Sedrdeloldeddodedeok ddeded ¥l e kil dodetole oo el ook ikl doede ok e bu.moN. )
. People Fedeioileiniriciielkdeteirieioleeloioldelodoldoloictodelolediek 35,100, ‘ , -
Total *%%%#%*%%*»%»#*%%**%%*#***%»%#*##*#»*%%%#%%%%***#%*&%&*.mN.HoN |
LIBRARY F L. / . R
. . . {
Promotion **%%%****%**%#%%**#*%#**%#%%*»****»**%*ﬁ**#****»%&***#»**%**%&******J.mu.mwNo
Humovu.m L **aﬁ.ﬁ.ﬂﬂ.m«.ﬂ. .%%%W%g#%f*#g%i% 58.80% |
Pay I R S e e S A B TA S .
Supervision .$$»$*$$$uw.k%##*#%*****#ﬁ..%ww¢$w., Sedddekdlek R 47, 049
Work o e Ut T R A R RS R W 44 .10%
- kAR TR TR ke Rk R o ekt 52,929,

Total

S S

rd

*Derived by computing the proportion of emp
34.5312; JDI (Pay)=14.6811;: IDI (Promotion
(N=265 for composite sample of 6 libraries

e

FISURE 6A. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF JOB SATISFACTION IN SIX LIBRARIES,
USING LIBRARY SUBGROUPING AS THE PRINCIPLE OF STRATIFICATION

’

loyees scoring above the following composite JDI (Component) means: JDI (Work)s=
)=12.2687; JDI (Supervision)=42.9152; JDI Awmouwmvnbw.mmuu.th.AHoanqubu.mouo.

_ , ; : .
Note 1--The libraries are arranged in descending order of overall ‘job satisfaction, di.e., Library D had the greatest overall
job satisfaction, while Library E had the least. These relative rank orders were obtained by integrating the areas wnda»
the density functions defining the job satisfaction levels for the six JDI categories. .
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wmnomnn Satisfied

0 : . . . i * . :
a0 0% 107 207 30% 407 50% - 607% A A 807, 90% 100%
) LIBRARY A ,
i Promotion ***»»*************************»****************************&»***ﬁ** 65.94% i
: People Fedcdcicieiciclodcicloicioloeiioloiodoi doiolek dok dclolsicatoicioiciodoioicioloicdoeR ioicicioicioir . 56,579
w Work dekdekedok didokdedohodetoh deickdoiohdeedeeiokedeicioleick daddolokodocicioioksciek 47 .74, -
: Supervision Iedekicieiciicloich ieleicicoleicicicdeiieleleioioheiclol idieleioicioledciedelicicioick. 47,747
R Pay : . Sededeidekededededelelodokid * 45,497 .
i Total dedesekdelededeleioied é»#»**»»+$»*$»++$*$++»$#***»»»*******&%***& 54 .607% .
| . LIBRARY B -
W Supervision dekeiededeieidololciolokdeiciioioedoodoledoloeicie ok deideielokodoeoieiciciooek dokodokodololeloiedceeeiciokekdek. 66, 567, T
w People derideinielelriok ok dekdok didobakodeick dekdoion ool doiokdodoloiololcioke lodeickeor ok doeiclekedoedoick. 66 . 56%
i WNV‘ ) Fekedekkede ok Ji)%%i%%% mm 16% v ) . | . .
- Work Fedcdeicideiciicheioitoieieiciokiokiioioiok ook doioicloioidoiciceicioics 41,607 S , . ,
P Promotion - $&$$%+$$$#&%*#»#%»&*#»**&**%é**%*% 33.28% - S ; B ] e, a2
i | Total deddedeidodnriio e dolok itk icholoioicleickodnioiokiokdeioidoiodcioiciedoicke 47,849, T . « o
{ _ _ . v L :
LIBRARY E . .
i . : . . . » L
b People ****%*&*#*$$$$$$**$%******%*»*#»»*»»*&****#***»**x»*%*********»*****»*********&**** 83.35% T
; Work Fededeiciinieicicednioicicoicincaoanridockiniacatinoicoeidccicdcio o ineicidioididoiciooicidoick . 66, 687 .
! Supervision *&*%»********#*****#*****»**»*#**+»**$»**»**»*»**** 507 . ) : .
3 Pay dekddeidedekk ok teiokiok® 16,679 . _ o .
Tt Promotion decdoloileleicloidoledeioieik 16.67% . : .

‘Total deiiciiolidideicioidedolini ieicleldeleiiciiciicks 33. 349, . o
FIGURE A . Gozeuzqms COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF JOB SATISFACTION IN SIX LIBRARIES, -
cmHzn LIBRARY SUBGROUPING AS THE PRINCIPLE OF mebHHWHobHHOZ
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| ) - . . . Percent Satisfied . . . ,
P 0% 10% 207, 30% 40% . 50% 60%2 - 70% 80% 90%
e | | PEOPLE .
W Library E ***%******¢**$********$****»******#********»******%***%**#******»******#****4******* 83.357% ot
; Library B dekededekdededeiededoicidededeickoleleiok dekicicodeeiciebiciokadoelokodociokdeicioodookdoocaodocacaddok ook 66 ., 567, ]
m Library F ***»**#**#*###**&*****&**&**************»*»**%»**********#** 58.807 ﬁ . ,
; Library D ,*********#***#******&*#**»***#»»*»*»***%»**#****#****#*» 54.59% S S
: Library A Fededcdedriairldeinkideinkaickinicocidninioinioiiioicioiniiciokaoooiciniciokoicickeicioiolsiokodonck mb 57% : .
; Library C ***&»**#x*»»»*******»**»»*»*##***»** 35, HQN_
. A SUPERVISION T : : ‘
Library c **»*********»****»*********&***&***&*»*****»***»*********#****#********** 71.557%.
Library D $$»$+**»&***%**********+$*#$**»&******»*****»&*******»********#*%****** 69.967
Library B Feddedededededoleledooliokdoiokokdeieicdolokdoidoielokdolelo ok kdolooiokiololokodooe kel iok gl iokododoiok ekdok dek % 66,567, : Co
. Library E Flekdededeloidoiioiciiioiiioiokooeiolooloolocioiiiododeioininneiniandidicoaicdoiciar. 50, :
{ _ Library A° Fedcicicicicicieiciciciciciceinicicicieinicininioicioinianiaohicelekednkee ool ik 47,747, i
H Library ¥ Sedekedekedededodkodkidoiokokodeioktok ik dokokdoiki ko deiek ek h ke dickkkix it 47,047, :
- | e . WORK | L ,
) N Library C Fededricieioloiiokdninkdnkooiceocricodcierckdooiciicoioicodocio ool iadocaioooiaioiokociok ok ook dokook uc.eQN
m Library E shedeededr ik ikt ieknk okt ook ek ki ik ok k. 66 . 687,
; Library D ***x*»»***************+**»*$*#&**»#*#*%*»****»%**&*&**&*&*****%* 62.65%
w Library A Fricdiclidrinkndninoniridsniandniidoininkadockankdnidodnicos 47,747, . N
m Library F Sedededekdeddeieickdokededoiododekkeiodok ioiekedoledolicleioiookdodedoioiok ik 44,107 o -
i Library B dedekiclricieleidnioiioieicieininiooiniokicieeidiaioiniceiciodoicelicoonk 41,607 . . , - S
g FIGURE 6B. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF JOB SATISFACTION IN SIX LIBRARIES,
. USING THE mHN JDI DIMENSIONS AS THE wWHanwH.m OF MEHHH..HQ»HHOZ . . ~
! Note Hunﬂwm JDI (Component) categories are mnﬁmnmma in descending order of Emm:wncam. i. m.. people satisfaction was mnmmnmmn
for all six libraries, while promotion satisfaction was least. These relative rank orders were ovnmwnmm by integrating the
areas under the mmnmwn% functions mmmw:wnm job satisfaction levels for- the six HanmHHmm.
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. & o -~ Percent Satisfied . . :
N "niw ) 0% __10% 20% . 30% ¢ 407 507 60% 70% - 8C% 90% ~ 100% -
| : | " _PAY o |
m Library D- .**%*$$»&*****w**»*******&*******4**&*********#**&**********&***&% 64.447,
; Library B ° dekdekdctchdciioidok ok ddoacloiciokodeioioleicicleicleleiodolodooaolodoioidoicicasccidcdockk 56 . 167
H Library C dedekdeieiciokedeloleenkednleleleiooiol Yoddokedeleioiedelodedek deleleleiekedeidcddieieick 49,957,
Library F - . **k**#»***»w&***&********%*#****»*#&****&*****ﬁ* 47.04%
P Library A - % 45.49%
W Library E’
i ‘?‘\I
wwozoﬂaoz_ -
: Library F .
! Library A )
Library D T , o
Library C _ ****#»$+$*$$»****#*#%%%&****%*******#*&***»* 43.20% . n A Qm
Library B : +$$$#$$$»»*$$ﬁ$$»**»**********+*** 33.287% : . o o . .
Library E **4»**»*»***»***** 16.67% . - _ :
{ TOTAL
: Library C ********************************%**w*******#********ﬁ********ﬁ* 62.10% B
i Library A . .**#*****&*»***&***»***%***»******#*****************»**** 54,607 o ]
Library D - ****&****»*»##******#****»********%*******%********&**% 53.70% . , _
© Library F ************4»*****&»*&*****%************&*#*****»**** 52.92% _ . . . .
: w Library B ********s*&**&*******%*ﬁ*%%**#*#*»*#********»***% 47.84%, _ . s o
. Library E ******x&****+*****»*************#& 33.347% ) : . : .
| .
| 2 _ . _ . . .
A L : . I
M FIGURE 6B, (CONTINUED) COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF JOB m»HHmw>0HHoz IN me HwawaMm
i USING THE SIX JDI DIMENSIONS >m THE wszouwﬁm ‘OF mewbaHmHo>HHoz |
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Percent Satisfied

= 0% 10% 207, 30% 40%. 50% 607 70% 80% 90%, 100%
DEPARTMENT A . i o . ..
Pay . %%%gii%%*%%%* Hoﬂ
Work %ﬁ%&%&%ﬁ%ﬁi ettt deel umx N
Supervision g . :
People ¢ e : ' ’ r‘
Promotion . dekddeiokdcelediodoiede ke diokodokdedetcdokde 257, _ . : : .
Total Fickickdelelcdekkickicikikiicilokiok kil kickivkikkkkikidkiiiidck: 507, .
. .
DEPARTMENT D
People iiﬁigiiiigigiwii%%% 69. NH.N
Supervision Skl dolokdokokodioln delododedeldedoiodedodolokodode dok dedelodedededck dedododoiodcledoioedodoicie 61,537
wmva %*%%%ﬂg%m b.m .._.N..N. .. .
.SOH.W . o S ) wb. mmN . . .. . ) ) . rd
mnoaonMOd kedededeledelelelickdekdedoloioidickdcieekekickick i 30,76%. _ _ o i ) : _ [yt )
_Hdn.m_. Feldekdefdrlolrlne ke kelobebiokdekdoieedelolelelok el lokodclekodedoiokodoleadoke 46,149, . o v
DEPARTMENT E . . A
Work %ﬁ%%&g%i%%% 62.50% ) _
wmowwm\\\%%%%»i%%% mN 50% Y |
~—Pay . etk el ook ol icldcickaoldecoe 507, _. : ; -~
Promotion + ddededdelckioticickiekieiedokdokkolcdolodeloiriokededoiokohiokek ik 37, 50% . . L S . ._
Supervision Fefdededcdeintiniolohedielolek ol dekebokdelok ek 31,25% .

Total Fdekedekdoiofdohdo feldode ke k Ik ddek R Tk fokdoh ok dodcifoick i kdid 43, 75%

MHmﬂﬂm 7A. (CONTINUED) LIBRARY X COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF JOB SATISFACTION HZ SIX JDI (COMPONENT) ODHMQOWHmm CWHZQ :
ﬁHwNPWN X DEPARTMENTS AS THE PRINCIPLE OF STRATIFICATION ’
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T Percent Satisfied . /

5 ; .
il 0% 10% 20% 3C% L0% ¢ 50% 607 707 . 80% 907, C 1007
, WORK . . . i
cmﬁmﬁﬁ50=n F **********é***********%****%*******ﬁ******#****%#*%*************%***************************%******** #
Um.ﬁmﬂnamﬁn A **i*%&i*%%%**iw**i*i*%*%%% 75%
Umﬂmﬂnam.ﬂ.n E *%%%i%%%% 62. mo&. ’
Ummwmﬂwuumﬂn C AR e A e R A A A AR R A A A e A e e e A R R A R e e ek mo-mwN
Umﬁmﬂnamﬁn B *%%%*ii%%%%%giu%% mw.mmN . R
Department D dedededededesdelelee ok deldedededdekebelolelokdleledeldeledek - 34,567, - ®
h PEOPLE )
bmvmﬂnamsn F ***%*****%%#%**********&***é***%*#***********%***%**#*********************** 75%
Umﬂmﬂ.gmd.n D %%%%%%% mw NH.N . . 6 : M
Ummvmﬂ.namd.n B 3 o e S s e e e e e i e e e e e e e e ey o mm NWN 3 A
Umﬁmﬂnamﬁn E %%%ﬁ%ﬁ*%%%% mN MQN. ) -
-Department A %ﬁi&%&%ﬁ%ﬁigigigiii% 507, : . |
Umﬁmﬂnamﬁn C *****u.ﬂim% %%*%%ﬁﬂ%gig 45.26% ' . ’ . ;
\\ .
o lh \\ . . . . ’ R . .
o o ‘ SUPERVISION , : T
Umm.u.mﬂ.na.mn.—n F. é*i%%i%%%%% NM.N. )
Ummvmﬂ.ﬂamd.ﬂ. C %%%i%&%%% .N&.OWN
UmﬁmHanﬁn D %&i%i%%%%ﬁ%ﬁ mH mwN
Department A \ dekickcickinkelriciiciicieickicikiciciiciidiciciicioidcdeloicidook foiedeideiekk. 507,
Umﬁmﬂnamﬁwn,w. %%%%&%i*g%% bu 37% 4
E wick% 31,257 . o .

Department

FIGURE 7B. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF JOB SATISFACTION IN SIX DEPARTMENTS OF LIBRARY X,
USING JDI (COMPONENT) AS THE PRINCIPLE OF STRATIFICATION
Note 1--The JDI (Component) categories of job satisfaction are arranged in ammnmnawsm order . om relative ﬂmsw order, i.e.,

work satisfaction was greatest, while promotion satisfactior was least. These relative rankings were obtained by inte-
mﬂmnwnm the areas under the density functions defining job wmnvmmmonwo: levels for, the five JDI dimensionms.
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‘ Uﬂ..mumﬂngmﬁn B Fk AR SR R e Rk R R Rk et e e Ak sk Ak ok 47 .36%7
Department D ddckiedlelideleleloicieiciickiokoiicliedelookicielcioleidiciokdokdelcdeldedlolelol 46,147,
] Umﬁmﬂnamdn C Fddebddarinthb b bbb bbb b b d b bk bl k deedoke etk 42,097 ,
Department F Stttk ikl dcick okl k. 25, ’
,—7( ‘.
o PROMOTION . .
Department C %%%#%i*giii%ii% 68.40%
Umﬂmﬂngmmun B e A e A e e e R R e R e e e A R R AR AR 63, 147
Umﬁmﬁﬁamwwﬁ E sk Tkkddekickbkkikikilivkiilkdck® 37 ,50% nww
Department D dedeicleiciickdcleiciicloieloekioidicieidokdckdariok 30,767 d
! Department A Fede SRStk k o dedcdodedok Rtk ek 25% s
”. Department F TSk deRk TRtk ek ek ik ichlekk 259, ) _—
/ <~ TOTAL
Ummv..mH.HW.—.MSH F i*%%%%%%% 75% g
.Department C %ﬁ%ﬁgi%%% 68. woN S
Department B ekl oo ok deickodokeke oo lel ok deleel dodok eickdcedeledeicleleiokse 52,607, .
B Department A %%%%f%% 507 .
Department D *%Eﬁ%%&iﬂ%%%%q 46 .14% .
m Umﬁmﬂnamﬁn E A e e i *k%%j*g 43,75% ....
: / .
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